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In spite of Fedcral law enforcesent policy calling for
a restcictive application of Fr:deral resources in areas of
corcurrent ‘jurisdiction, the Pederal Tureau of Investigation
(FBI) and 9.S. attorncys have establi:hed investigative and
prosecutire practices relating to bzak robberies «hicl. have
resulted in local authorities playing a sulncéinate r1cle. The
Federul investigative effort in bar) rcbberies is not warranted
because: bank robberics are not wecy C¢ifferent frcs robteries of
other ~ommercial ss:ablishments; the typical baik robbery was
Lot very complex ard gang operations werz zinizal; aud only a
small percentage cf bank robbers coasitted their robberies in
o' e thau one State. The FSI role as the principe) investigative
agency in bank robberies has been {ustified by the FBl's
naticnwide jurisdiction and ability to link bapdits to aultiple
Lobberies. Local police probably could have solved most of the
robberies examined, and the FBI, even with a reduced rcle, could
have assisted Statc and local police ip cases of sultigle
robberies. Also, amore bank rcbbery prosecutions are possible at
the local level. Only two of eight U.S. attorneys reviewed have
taken action to reduce the Federa) rcle. The Attorney GSencral
should: direct the FBI to establish and carry cut a glan, to go
into effect after a reasonable transition periocd, tc minismire
its investigative involvement in bank zchberies; and establish
prosecutive guidelines for bank vrobkery to miniaize Federal
prosecution except in cases where Pederal Ftocedures facilitate
prosecution. (HTH)
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Mr. Chairman and Members >f the Committee:

At a time wh2n the Congress is considering the Federal
law enfsrcement role relative to State and local jurisdic-
tions, we reviewed the crime of bank robbery-~the fB8I's
involvement in investigations and the U.S. attorneys'
involvement in prosecution. As a result of this review,
we ha e concluded tnat the Federal Government should reduce
its investigative and prosecutive roles in bank robbery
crime. The following overview puts our position in per-
spective,

Despite a Federal law enforcement policy which has
consistently called for a restrictive application of Fed-
eral resources in areas of concurrent jurisdiction, the

FBI and U.S. attorneys have estaolished investigativa and



prosecutive practices relating to bank roober ies which have
resulted in local authorities playing ¢ subordinate role.
Our case analysis and discussions with Federal, State, and
local law enforceament officials showed that bank robberies
do not represent a unique problem for lavw enforcement and
local jurisdictions generally could assume a greater inves-
tigative and prosecutive burden. Reducing the F ileral role
in bank robberies would permit the FBI to devote more
rescurces to investigative priorities such as organized
crime, white-=collar crime, and foreign counterintelligence.
In reviewing Federal involvenent in bank robkeries, we
devoted specific attention to

- ‘the nature of the bank robbery crime,

--investigative efforts of police :nd the
FBI, and

-~-Federal and local prosecutive practices,

Qur observations and conclusicns are based primarily
on an analysis of 230 bank robbeiLy cases randomly selected
f.om 1,462 investigative matters clecsed cduring £fiscal year
1977. We performed work at FBI field offices in Charlotte,
Cleveland, Dallas, Detroit, Houston, Los Angeles, and
Fhiladelphia. We selected these offices for review to

insure broad geographic and demographic coverage of the



bank robbery problem. These jurisdictions accounted for
27 percent of the Nation's total bank robberies during
fiscal vear 1977.

We were provided access to the information needed to
conduct our review and we believe the observations and
conclusions we have today are valid. Our detailed findings
will sooa be available in a report to the Congress.

FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT POLICY

I'd like first to discuss what the Federal policy has
been historically toward law enforcement for bank robberies.

Federal policy has consistently called for a restric-
tive application of Federal resources in areas of concurrent
jurisdiction, particularly with regard to bank robberies.
The Congress pasced legislation in 1¢34 providing punishment
for robberies of finan~ial institutions operating under
Federal law or with Feceral insurance. The iegislation was
par: of a series of antigaugster bills proposed by the
Department of Justice to provide assistance :0 State and
local author'.ties in dealing wi th organized groups of gang-
sters operating across State lines. 1Ip a 1934 letter,
transmitting the bills to the Chairman of the Senate

Judiciary Committee, the Attorney General said



"* * * generally the supprcssion of crime is the

cbligation of the various States and local polit~

ical subdivisions. * * * It [the legislation] 1is

not. intended to invite the political subdivisions

of our country ‘0 refer their own problems of law

enforcement to the Federal Government, but rather

in a cooperative® manner to supplement their

activities to the extent irdicated."”

In a separate statement to the House Judiciary Com-
mittee, the Attorney General disclaimed any intention for
the Federal Government to supersede State authorities in
bank robvery cases, stating, "It [the Federal Government]
will intervene only to cooperate with local forces when it
is evident that the latter cannot cope with the criminals."

The Justice Department's Criminal Division reaffirmed
tne intenrnt of the original legislation in a 1975 U.S. Attor-
neys Bulletin. which pledged support for U.3, attcrneys'
efforts *o encourage State prosecution of bank robberies.
Noting that bank robberies were matters of great local
concern, the bulletin drew support from a 1874 letter from
the 2ttorney General to all U.S. attorneys stating that
"* * * cooperation between Federal and State law enforcement
authorities should be ‘predicated on Federal efforts encour-
aging local prosecction, not only of those cases with mini-

mal Federal interest, but of all cases wirh strong State or

local interest.'"



In a statement betore this Subcommittee on February 28,
1978, the Attorney General outlined the proper scope of Fed-
eral investigation in crimes of concurrent jurisdiction. He
said that the future emphasis of FBI criminal investigatcions
should be on the investigation of offenses which, because of
their nature and scope, can be better handled at the Federal
level. He added that routine offenses, which can be investi-
gated equally well by Federal or local authorities, should
be left to local enforcement agencies.

IBE NATURE CF BANK ROBBERIES DOES

NOT WARRANT THE HE PRESENT FEDERAL
INVESTIGATIVE EFFORT

Now I'd like to briefly describe the typizal bank robber
to show why e believe that the present PFederal investigative
effort is not warranted.

Law enforcement officials generally characterized bank
robberies as little different from robberies of other COn-
mercial establishments. Bandits in our sample cases gen-
erally had prior criminal backgrounds, but their methods of
operation usually were not sophisticated and few operated
beyond the borders of one State.

Nearly 65 percent of the 237 identified robbers involved
in our sample had been previously convicted of crimes--
principally robbery, burglary, and drug offenses. While
9 percent had previously been convicted specifically for
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hbank robbery, 31 percent of the robbers in our sample had
been involved in four or more bank robberies.

Drug use was also quite prevalent in the criminal his-
tory of the bandits. FBI records indicated that 42 percent
of the bank robbers in our sample were Arug users.

Despite the criminal background of many bandits, most
bank robberies were of a relatively uncomplex nature. The
characteristics typical of most bank robberies in our sample
would ind:zate that planning was not very extensive and gang
operations were minimal. The bandits in most of the rosb-
beries

-—-acted alone (72 percent),

--were not disguised or wore only a hat and/or
sunglasses (53 percent),

-—-attempted to rob only ane teller (57 percent), and
--did not indicate any a. reness < f bank security
devices such as alarms, bait money, or dye
packs (67 percent).
In addition, only 17, or 7.2 percent, of the 237 ban-
dits involved in our sample committed robberies in more
than 1 State.
THE STRAIGHTFORWARD NATURE OF BANK

ROBBERY INVESTIGATIONS DOES NOT REQUIRE
THE PRESENT LEVEL OF FBI INVOLVEMENT

Having given a profile of the bank robber, I'd like

now to describe the nature o robbery investigations.
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These facts are presented to show again that the present
level 92f FBI involvement is nct required.

Despite the original congressional intent that the
Federal Government would supplement State and loucal efforts
in investigating bark robberies, the FBI has become the
principal investigative agency. The FBI specializes in
these investigations and attaches a high priority to them.

In contrast, the police have a clearly secondary inves-
tigative role. Police du not assign greater priority to
bank robbery investigations than to investigations of other
robberies, Although metropolitan police persvnnel resources
substantially exceed FBI resources, police generally (1)
respond to bank robberies in less strength than the FBI ancd
(2) leave the F3I with principal respcnsibility for investi-
gative actions beyond the immediate crim2 scene. Represent-
atives of several local police agencies indicated the FBI's
willingness to pursue bank robbery investigations allowed
them to use their resources in othar ways.

Police and the FBI justify the present FBI role because
the FBI's nationwide jurisdiction facilitates interstate and
intrastate investigations as well as the ability to link
bandits to multiple robberies. While these factors do sup-
port some FBI involvement in bank robbery investigations,
our analysis of bank robbery solutions does not support the
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present extent cf Federal involvement. The 191 solutions
from cur sample were universally accomplished through
straightforward, that is to say, routine, investigative
techniques, which we believe the local police could
perform if they applied sufficient resources.

The s*raightforward technigues which figured in every
solution included such roucine .ctions as

--quick law enforcement response resulting in

capture of the bandit(s) at the crime scene

or during the attempted getaway,

--followup of leads available at or in the
vicinity of the crime scene, and

~-followup of tips.

Interstate investigations did not play a major role
in solving our sample bank robheries. Only 9 cf the 191
solutions were facilitated by interstate investigation.
Thus, the FBI's nationwide jurisdiction and organization
were not vital to most bank rcbbery solutions.

The FBI's investigative scope, transcending local
jurisdictions, does place it in an advantageous position to
link bandits to multiple bank robberies through comparison
of physical descriptions and methods of operations.

Linking bandits to multiple robberies offers ‘everal

advantages:



~-Investigative effort in Several cases may be
focused against a single robber or group nf
robbers, thus saving investigative time.

—--Man7 cases may be removed from an unsolved status
through the identification of a bandit,

-=~A stronger prosecutive case may be possible.

FBI and police efforts to link bandits to multiple
rtobberies removed 74 cases (39 percent) from an unsolved
status in our sample. Even with a reduced investigative
role, we believe the FBI could continue to assist State
and locals by linking bandits to multiple robberies.

MORE BANK ROBBERY PROSECUTIONS
ARE POSSIBLE AT THE LOCAL LEVEL

Thus far, I have discussed Federal involvement in bank
robbery in-esticaticns. Now I'd like to turn to the question
of Federal involvement in bank robbery prosecutions. Basi-
cally, we believe that more bank robbery prosecutions are
possible at the local level.

In 1975 the Jepartment of Justice's Criminal Division
sought to reduce the Pederal role in bank robberies by
encouraging U.S. attorneys to defer prosecutions of bank
robbers to local authorities, when appropriate. The Depart-
ment took this action because it recognized that the Federal
role in bank robbery investigations and prosecutions exceeded

both the congressional intent and the Federal interest. To



date, however, only two of the eight U.S. attorneys inclucded
in our review have taken action to reduce the Federal role.

Generally, apprehended bank robbers were prosecuted
federally unless the subjects were juveniles, mentally
incompetent, or involved in a more serious local violation.
As a result, U.S. attorneys prosecuted 77 percent of the
237 identified robbers invoived in our sample.

Only the U.S. attorneys ir Philadelphia and Detroit are
taking steps to reduce the Federal pro«ecutive role. The
U.S. attorney in Detroit is currently - loping guideliners
for deferring bank rcbbery cases to local prosecutors.

Since late 1977, the U.S. attorney in Philadeiphia has been
deferring cases to local Prosecutors involving (1) bank
robbers apprehended principally as a result of local efforts
ana (2' an unarmed lone bandit using a demand note.

Six other U.S. attorneys' offices were satisfied with
the status quo. The U.S. attorneys' offices in pallas and
Houston generally support local prosecution of bank rob-
beries when the FBI does not play a major investigative role.
Representatives of these offices believed their policies
generally met the intznt of the Department's memorandum.

Representatives of the remaining four U.S. attorneys'
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officeg visited said the Federal prosecutive domination
should be continued because

--specific Department of Justice prosecutive
guidelines have not been issued,

~-=-the FBI continues to serve as the primary
investigative agency, and

--local authorities would not be able to accept
the added burden.

Discussions with representatives of local prosecutors'
offices showed that with the exception of one locai prog-
ecutor's office, they believed their agencies could handle
the prosecution of bank robbers if Federal involvement
decreaced.

CONCLUSIONS

We believe the Federal role in bank robberies can and
should be substantially reduced. 1In order to minimize the
potentially disruptive effects on some local agencies, it
may be advisable to reduce the rederal role gradually. A
transition period would permit local authorities to prepar:
for assuming a greater investigative and prosecutive role.

We believe that the Atturney General enould direct
the FBI to establish and carry out & ~lan to minimize its
investigative involvemeni in benk robberies. The plan

shculd provide that, after a reasonable transition period,
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the FBI's involvement would generally be limited to assist-
ing police by

-~serving as a clear.nghouse for linking bank
robberies in various jurisdictions and

--aiding interstate investigation of bank
robbderies,

We believe the Attorney Generul should establish
prosecutive guidelines for rank robbery to minimize Federal
pProsecution except in cases where Federal procedures facili-
tate prosecution.

Our draft report on this matter was sent to the
Department of Justice for comment on June 30, 1978. Al-
though we understand the'Department's response to our draft
report is in process, we have not yet received it. Under
the agreement entered into between the Directeor of the FBI
and the Comptrolier General, which governs our work at the
FBI, cvhe FBI is giver an opportunity to comment on all of
our draft reports and those commenis will be included in
our reports when issued.

Our report will be issued shortly after we raceive the

comments of the Department of Justice.

-12~



This concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman.

We would be pleased to respand to any questions.





